Remarks/Arguments: 

This is a reply to the office action of October 19, 2006. The claims (1 - 4) stand 
rejected on formal grounds and over prior art. This submission contains new 
arguments responding to the rejections, in compliance with 37 CFR 1.1 14(c). 

35 USC 112 

The Examiner is objecting that the recitation in claim 1 that the second control means 
is operative to prevent operation of the authorized printing means by the second print 
data signals is not supported by the specification. 

The Examiner has stated that the specification supports the feature of preventing a 
void marking from being printed and not the indicium from being printed. From this 
statement, it would appear that the Examiner has misunderstood the invention, as it is 
the second print signals which define the void marking, and thus, by preventing the 
operation of the authorized printing means by the second print data signals (as defined 
by claim 1), it is the void marking which is prevented and not the valid postage 
indicium. There is nothing in claim 1 which provides that operation of the authorized 
printing means to print the valid postage indicium is prevented by the second print 
data signals. 

The Examiner is also objecting to claim 1 as the print data signals do not simulta- 
neously include both the first and second print data signals. 

It is not clear whether the Examiner's objection is that claim 1 requires the print data 
signals simultaneously to include both the first and second print data signals when this 
is alleged not to be supported by the specification, or the Examiner's objection is that 
claim 1 fails to define that the print data signals simultaneously include both the first 
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and second print data signals. 

In either event, the claimed invention does not include any "simultaneous" limitation, 
and this objection is thus moot. 

The claimed invention requires that the print data signals which are generated by the 
first control means include first print data signals which define a valid postage 
indicium and second print data signals which define a void marking. 

This recitation is entirely clear, insofar as if the authorized printing means of the 
claimed invention were to be operated in response to both the first and second print 
data signals, then an invalid postage indicium would be printed, which comprises both 
the element which comprises the valid postage indicium as defined by the first print 
data signals and the element which comprises the void marking as defined by the 
second print data signals. In the present invention, it is the preventing operation of the 
authorized printing means by the second print data signals which allows for the 
printing of the valid postage indicium. 

This mode of operation is clearly described in the specification [page 7, lines 33 to 
36], which describes that when the signals, that is, the print data signals where 
comprising both the first and second print data signals, are sent to an unauthorized 
print head (32), that is, a print head which does not include the second control means 
of the claimed invention, the print head (32) will print a postage indicium (33) which 
contains the void mark (34). 

35 USC 102 

In the Office Action, the Examiner is alleging that the subject-matter of claim 1 is 
anticipated by Sievel et al. (US-4780835). This is not the case. 



4 



The claimed invention requires first control means which is operative to generate print 
data signals which define an invalid postage indicium, where the print data signals 
include first print data signals which define a valid postage indicium and second print 
data signals which define a void marking. 

It is understood that the Examiner considers Sievel et al. to disclose such first control 
means, insofar as the system of Sievel et al. provides for the printing of postage, which 
the Examiner apparently considers to be the valid postage indicium of the claimed 
invention, and an invalid bar code format (47a, Figures 3A and 5B), which the 
Examiner apparently considers to be the void marking of the claimed invention. 

The claimed invention, however, further requires second control means which is 
operative to prevent operation of authorized printing means by the second print data 
signals of the print data signals as generated by the first control means, such that the 
authorized printing means is operated only by the first print data signals to print a valid 
postage indicium. 

The system of Sievel et al. neither discloses nor suggests such second control means as 
required by the claims presented. 

The system of Sievel et al. does allow for the printing of postage and a valid bar code 
format (47b, Figures 3B and 5B), but this valid bar code format (47b) is printed as an 
alternative to the invalid bar code format (47a). There is absolutely no suggestion in 
Sievel et al. of any means which provides for the printing of a valid postage indicium 
from print data signals which define both a valid postage indicium and a void marking. 
The system of Sievel et al. quite differently provides, in the alternative, for the printing 
of postage and one of an invalid bar code format (47a) or a valid bar code format 
(47b). 
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The Examiner has referred to the present specification [page 7, lines 15 to 31] as 
disclosing two print data signals, and appears to be attempting to argue that the 
disclosure of Sievel et al. is equivalent to this disclosure. This is manifestly not the 
case. 

The specification [page 7, lines 15 to 20] discloses clearly that the microprocessor (11) 
is programmed to send print data signals, that is, the print data signals as generated by 
the first control means of the claimed invention, to the print head module (20), and 
that the print data signals define a postage indicium (33) which contains information 
(34) indicative that the postage indicium which is printed on the mail item (35) is not 
valid, as illustrated in Figure 2. 

More specifically, the specification discloses that the print data signals sent by the 
microprocessor (11) comprise print data signals, that is, the first print data signals of 
the claimed invention, which will cause the print head (21) to print a required postage 
indicium (36) [page 7, lines 20 to 22], that is, a valid postage indicium, and 
additionally print data signals, that is the second print data signals of the claimed 
invention, which would cause printing of the void marking (34) [page 7, lines 22 to 
25]. 

Contrary to the Examiner's allegation, the referenced disclosure is not to the provision 
of separate print data signals, which separately define a valid postage indicium and the 
other defining a void marking. 

This is manifestly apparent by the later disclosure [page 7, lines 33 to 36], which 
describes that when the signals, that is, the print data signals where comprising both 
the first and second print data signals, are sent to an unauthorized print head (32), that 
is, a print head which does not include the second control means of the claimed 
invention, the print head (32) will print a postage indicium (33) which contains the 
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void mark (34). 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the subject matter of claim 1 is patentably 
distinguished from the disclosure of Sievel et al. 

35 USC 103 

The Examiner has rejected the subject-matter of claims 2 to 4 as being unpatentable 
over Sievel et al. Inasmuch as claims 2 to 4 are dependent upon an allowable 
independent claim (claim 1), they, as such, are themselves deemed allowable. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Charles Fallow/ 
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